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-The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet beneath the correspondence address- 
Period for Reply s-x 

'\ MONTH(S) FROM THE MAILING DATE 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 
OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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Status 

jX Responsive to communication(s) filed on _ 

□ This action is FINAL. ~ " — 

□ Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is closed in 
accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 ; 453 O.G 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

T^CIaim(s) 

Of the above claim(s) - 

□ Claim(s) 

T^CIaim(s) - . 

□ Claim(s) 

□ Claim(s) 



AT 



_ is/are pending in the application, 
is/are withdrawn from consideration. 
- is/are allowed. 



is/are rejected. 
- is/are objected to. 



Application Papers 

□ See the attached Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review, PTO-948. 

□ The proposed drawing correction, filed on is n approved D disapproved. 

□ The drawing(s) filed on_ is/are objected to by the Examiner. 

□ The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 (a)-(d) 

D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(a)-(d). 
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□ Interview Summary, PTO-413 
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The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

A) In claim 1 'fine 7 is subjective and unclear. 

B) 'board' is unclear and inadequately described. It does not appear that a piece 
of wood is meant. 

C) In claim 12 'mixture structure 7 is unclear. 



The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-3, 7, 9-11, 13 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as anticipated by 
or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Dai et al. 6528020. 
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The reference teaches in col. 4 and the figures depositing catalyst islands on a 
substrate, capping the catalyst tips (with Ti-Au) and joining the islands with vapor-grown 
nanotubes. No differences are seen, even though the description is different. 

In so far as the rejection is made under "103,using 'fine' islands is an obvious 
expedient to tailor the properties of the resulting material; In re boesch 205 USPQ 215. 

Concerning the substrate (claim 2, 3, etc.), the examiner takes Official Notice that this 
is an old and known way to make the substrate; using it is an obvious expedient to 
make a substrate required by Dai. Claim 15 is rejected because intended use does not 
limit a product; note the comment concerning claim 15 in the previous Office action. 
Choosing the claimed metals and substrate is an obvious expedient to provide a 
suitable catalyst and substrate. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-15 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to examiner 
Hendrickson at telephone number (571) 272-1351. 




Stuart Hendrickson 
examiner Art Unit 1754 



